compartment during the cooling  stage and ignited
by the arcing and sparking inside that compartment,
that  it would prevent it from getting to the out-
side  atmosphere.     It would be cooled sufficiently
that  it would not ignite methane once  it exited
the boss or enclosure.

Q.       Now,   is  that purpose  served where you have
an opening  in excess of  .005 inches?

A.       No,   it is not.

Q.       What would happen if methane were drawn
into this piece of equipment as it exited when you
issued the Citation?

A.        In  all  likelihood,  if once it was ignited within
that compartment,  it would escape to the outside
atmosphere.

Q.        Do you know whether or not there have ever
been any excessive methane accumulations at Maple
Creek No,   1?

A.       There have been 107 (a)   orders issued for
methane in excess of 1.5.

Q.       What type of injury would result in the event
of an explosion or a fire occurring as a result
of  this violation?

A.       Well,   the injuries that could result of  a
methane explosion would be concussion, burns,
asphyxiation.

On cross-examination, Mr.  Wolf e'denied that at the time
he issued the citation in question he was instructed that all
permissibility violations should be considered as "significant
and substantial"   (Tr.  524).    He explained his instructions
in determing whether a violation was  "S&S" or not,  and he
confirmed that at the time he issued the citation, he detected
no methane  in the area,  there was adequate ventilation,  and
the scoop in question was three crosscuts outby the last
open  crosscut   (Tr.   524-526).     He conceded that there is a
state  law requiring a methane check at the face before any
electrical equipment is taken there   (Tr.   527).

Mr.  Wolfe could not state whether anyone ever intended
to use the  scoop at the face on the day that he cited it,ce of equipment is in
